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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is responsive to Applicant's 1 1/21/2007 Request for Continuing Examination (RCE), 
which has been entered into the electronic file of record. The Apphcant is advised to pay 
particular attention to the 'Response to Arguments' section, below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identicaUy disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
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invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1, 4-6, 9-13, 16-20, 23-26, 30 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Templeton et al. (US 5,679,938), in view Laage et al. (US 6931382) 

Re claim 1 : 

For the sake of clarity, individual limitations of the claim are listed below in italics 
followed in each case by a discussion of the relevant prior art teachings. 

A system for electronically processing a check transaction involving a merchant, comprising: 
See column 1, lines 5-10 of Templeton et al.: 

"The present invention relates generally to check acceptance systems, and 

relates more particularly to methods and systems for interactive check 

authorizations using an electronic transaction terminal for acquiring transaction data at 

the point of sale." 

a point-of-sale device that receives user input as to a check transaction type and 
electronically converts a check wherein the point-of-sale device is capable of generating a 
receipt and includes a plurality of receipt formats including providing no receipt; 

See column 1, lines 5-10. Regarding receipt printing, Templeton et al. makes clear 

(column 16, line 52; column 17, lines 15-20) that receipt printing capability is present. As for 
receiving input about a transaction type, this doesn't have to be a specific query that is presented 
to the user. It can instead derive from the transaction data itself. Templeton lacks a clear 
showing of non-printing of receipts, but this deficiency will be remedied below. 
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a check processing service linked to the point-of-sale device to receive information about the 
converted check from the point-of-sale device and perform an authorization process on the 
check transaction such that the check processing service notifies the merchant via the point- 
of-sale device of an authorize or decline decision of the authorization process; 

See figure 1, where a check processing service is clearly shown. 
See column 12, lines 40-55 of Templeton et al.: 

"The check acceptance service 20 includes the authorization host computer 
3 5, and associated telecommunications equipment (not shown) that allows 
merchant's terminals to communicate with the authorization host computer. 
Those skilled in the art will understand that the associated telecommunications 
equipment includes call routing systems, front end processors, and other 
equipment needed to answer incoming calls, and route and format data included 
in incoming fransaction packets. 

Generally described, the primary function of the check acceptance 
service's authorization host computer 35 is to effectively differentiate 
between good and bad checks." 

As seen in the abfract, approval or decline notification is the result of the check 
acceptance process: "If the transaction is approved or declined, a response packet including 
authorization indicia is transmitted to the terminal." 

wherein the point-of-sale device automatically determines, based on the check transaction 
type user input, whether to generate a receipt by selecting a receipt format from a plurality 
of stored receipt formats, wherein the point of sale device generates a receipt if the check 
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transaction is authorized and the check transaction involves a face-to-face type transaction 
and wherein the point-of-sale device does not generate a receipt if the check transaction 
involves an accounts receivable check transaction even if the accounts receivable check 
transaction is authorized by the check processing service. 

This feature is lacking. Templeton et al. lacks a clear showing that the device generates a 
receipt if the transaction is a face-to-face transaction and does not generate a receipt if the 
transaction is not a face-to-face transaction. 

Laage shows (see fiill document, and notably the abstract) that receipt printing may be 
blocked for security in non-face-to face transactions. 

In view of Laage et al.'s teaching, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to make the receipt printing of Templeton et al. 
optional based on whether a transaction will be face-to-face for the sake of security of 
transaction data (a motivation given by Laage) when a user is not present (such as accounts 
receivable check transactions). Furhter, it would have been quite obvious to one of ordinary skill 
that printing a receipt for those types of transactions where nobody would receive the receipt is 
pointless and wasteful. 

Re claim 4: There is (column 5, lines 20-30 of Templeton et al.) a risk scoring algorithm. 

Re claim 5: Two levels of service are clearly conveyed in Templeton et al. In one, 
Templeton et al. makes his own risk assessment (an offline mode). In another, an outside 
authorizing system makes the necessary determinations. Clearly, if an outside system authorizes 
a check, it must take responsibility for that authorizing. 

Re claim 6: See discussion re claim 1, above. 
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Re claims 9 and 10: See discussion re claims 4 and 5 above, respectively. 
Re claims 11-13 and 16: See discussion re claim 1, above. 
Re claims 17 and 18: See discussion re claims 4 and 5 above, respectively. 
Re claim 19: See discussion re claim 1, above. 

Re claims 20, 24, 25 and 26: See discussion re claim 1, above. 
Re claims 23 and 30: See discussion re claim 4, above. 

Re claim 31: Templeton teaches throughout (column 10, lines 50-60; column 13, line 8) 
that the check services may include guarantee services. Since this guarantee is an essential part 
of the transaction, it would have been obvious to put this guarantee information on the receipt, 
since the receipt is a repository for transaction information. 

Claims 2, 3, 7, 8, 14, 15, 21, 22 and 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Templeton/Laage as applied to claim 1 above, in view of Houvener et al. (US 
5832464). 

Re claim 2: 

See column 5, lines 45-50 of Templeton et al.: "The terminal also provides a magnetic 

ink character recognition (MICR) reader for reading check data from a check." 
Lacking in Templeton is a teaching of imaging of the check. 

Houvener et al. teaches (column 12, lines 5+): "In addition to having the capability of 
reading the checking account and routing information off of the check, the disclosed system 
would include a check scanner capable of reading other printed information off the face of the 
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check, such as name, address, etc (step 204). This may be done either using built-in OCR 
capabilities or through the use of bit map or other imaging techniques." 

In view of Houvener's teachings, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to include the old and well-known check optical 
scanning in the teachings of Templeton/Laage because this can substantially increase the speed 
of check processing by avoiding manual data entry. It also allows a copy of the check to be 
made for security purposes. 

Re claim 3 : The Examiner is not aware of any special processing associated with 
accounts receivable (AR) checks except for the printing or non-printing of receipts. As the 
Examiner has already argued re claim 1 above, turning receipt printing on or off would have 
been obvious. As Laage has shown, it is known in prior art POS devices for receipt printing to 
be optional. 

Re claims 7 and 8: See discussion re claims 2 and 3, respectively, above. 
Re claims 14 and 15: See discussion re claims 2 and 3, respectively, above. 
Re claims 21 and 27: See discussion re claim 2, above. 
Re claims 22, 28 and 29: See discussion re claim 3, above. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/21/07 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
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The Examiner wishes to make two points. First, if, by 'receipt format' the Applicant 
includes the two 'formats' of providing a receipt or not providing a receipt, then the combination 
of Templeton et al. and Laage et al. of 7/23/07 has already shown this. It is apparent from the 
language of the 1 1/21/2007 amendment of claim 1 that this interpretation is envisioned by the 
Applicant. As such the amended claim limitations have already been met, when we consider that 
a 'format' may include the providing or non-providing of a receipt. 

Second, if, as the applicant discusses at paragraph [0164] of the Instant PG-Pub 
document, receipt format refers to receipt language, then the Examiner responds that having 
capability to print a receipt in more than one language is a thoroughly obvious aspect. Multi- 
language capability has long been a part of many computing systems. To give but two examples, 
(i) ATMs have long given language as a first option, and clearly a receipt is printed in the chosen 
language and (ii) Windows has long had a language option such that all user interactions are 
presented in the language selected by the user. Because the claims do not specifically mention 
language variabilitv of receipts, this aspect does not need to be shown at this time, but it is the 
Examiner's stance that this, too, would have been obvious. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel A. Hess whose telephone number is (571) 272-2392. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM M-F. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael G. Lee can be reached on (571) 272-2398. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Daniel A Hess/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2876 



2/1/08 



